Journal of the Minnesota Academy of Science
Volume 32

Number 3

Article 12

1965

Error in the Minnesota Gubernatorial Election of 1962
Charles H. Backstrom
University of Minnesota

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.morris.umn.edu/jmas
Part of the Political Science Commons

Recommended Citation
Backstrom, C. H. (1965). Error in the Minnesota Gubernatorial Election of 1962. Journal of the Minnesota
Academy of Science, Vol. 32 No.3, 209-215.
Retrieved from https://digitalcommons.morris.umn.edu/jmas/vol32/iss3/12

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Journals at University of Minnesota Morris Digital
Well. It has been accepted for inclusion in Journal of the Minnesota Academy of Science by an authorized editor of
University of Minnesota Morris Digital Well. For more information, please contact skulann@morris.umn.edu.

Error in the Minnesota Gubernatorial Election of 1962 1
CHARLES H. BACKSTROM2
University of Minnesota
ABSTRACT - In the election recount for the governorship of Minnesota in 1962, 1,423 ballots out
of 772,994 paper ballots cast (0.18%) were ultimately ruled invalid. Of these, 51.6% were voted
for Rolv.aag, the DFL candidate, although 9,981 fewer paper ballots were cast for him than for
Andersen, his Republican opponent. Still this was not a sufficiently greater rate of invalidity to
cancel Rolvaag's initial lead of 133 vot-es established by a physical recount of all ballots-he had
a final plurality of 91. Rolvaag won because more· voters voted for him. Andersen would not
have won even if all ballots had been ruled valid.

Karl F. Rolvaag became governor of Minnesota on
March 25, 1963, pursuant to a special three-judge state-·
district-court order that was handed down three days
earlier. Thus ended a grueling but dramatic four-and-ahalf-month election contest that unseated one-term incumbent Republican Governor Elmer L. Andersen.
Rolvaag, the Democratic-Farmer-Labor (DFL) candidate, had seemed to be the winner on election night
and for the next few days, according to unofficial figures ·
gathered by press associations, and even the initial official returns of Minnesota's county canvassing boards
showed Rolvaag to have a 59-vote lead.
But before the State Canvassing Board met, researchers for both political parties visually analyzed the precinct returns. Where they noticed apparent discrepancies in the vote for their candidate in a precinct, first the
Republicans and then the DFL-ers endeavored to persuade the relevant county canvassing board to reconvene,
discover the error by recounting the votes in question,
and certify new returns to the Secretary of State. Not all
county boards so approached were willing to reconvene
or believed they had legal authority to do so under the
circumstances.
As a result, new returns were made from only ten
counties of all those where vote-counting errors were evident. The State Canvassing Board divided on the question of whether to accept the amended returns, but the
State Supreme Court ordered them so to do. According
to these amended returns, Governor Andersen was reelected by a 141 vote margin. 3
Rolvaag immediately instituted recount proceedings,
under which a physical inspection was made of every
paper ballot cast in the state. 4
The physical inspection was made by three-man teams
consisting of a member of each party and a "neutral"
third person. The result of this physical recount was that,
counting all ballots claimed by either candidate whether
or not they were disputed by the opponent, Rolvaag had
a plurality of 133. 5 This was the result of a gross change
of 6848 ballots in 1537 precincts. Compared to State
Canvassing Board figures, the physical recount resulted
in a net increase of 1570 votes. What was most signifi2 Charles H. Backstrom, Ph.D., Wisconsin, 1956, has been at
the University of Minnesota since 1959, where he is associate
professor of political science. He is also executive director of
the Minnesota Council for Education in Politics.
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cant was that almost 59 per cent of the changes made by
the physical recount were increases in Rolvaag's vote he gained 922 votes to Andersen's 648. Obviously, Rolvaag was now picking up some of the votes he had lost
through counting errors in the original election-night tally
of votes. Andersen had, already, in the amending of
county canvass reports, picked up many of the obvious
errors in his favor. This is seen by comparing the physical recount with the original county canvassing-board returns. Here the net gain in votes was 1522, but the two
candidates fared almost equally well. Only 52 per cent
of the gain was Rolvaag's - 798 for Rolvaag and 724
for Andersen.
Rolvaag's lead at this point was significant because it
showed that, counting every ballot, more people had
voted for Rolvaag than Andersen. He never lost this advantage. But the election was by no means settled. Almost 100,000 ballots had been challenged by one party
or the other, and the proceedings had to continue until
these challenged ballots were disposed of. To anticipate
the end of the story, the ultimate net effect of the recount
trial and preparation for it was to lower the number of
votes counted in the physical recount by 1278 votes.
Of this drop, slightly more of Rolvaag's vote (0.11 % )
was lost than Andersen's ( 0.10 % ) - Rolvaag suffered a
net loss of 660 votes, while Andersen lost 618. In actual
votes, Rolvaag's ultimate plurality, of course, was enough
to put him in the Governor's chair.
Figures on the net effect of the recount are shown in
Table I. The net change in vote totals from beginning
to end was very small. The ultimate trial result showed
Andersen with an increase of only 30 votes over what'
the State Canvassing Board had given him, an increase
of 0.005 per cent. Rolvaag gained 262 votes, for an increase of 0.042 per cent. Note that these are only net
figures. Many votes were added and subtracted along
the way. Actually there was a gross change of 7142
votes between the canvass and the ultimate result, with
Rolvaag netting 232.
Many steps separated the announcement of the trial
result from the canvass. An analysis of the changes in
vote as a result of each of these steps is next in order.
In the physical inspection, the 100 separate threeman teams around the state challenged almost 12 per
cent of the paper ballots, a total of 97,834. Obviously,
only paper ballots could be challenged. Subject to in209

TABLE

I. Summary of Recount Effect.
Andersen

% of Two
Cand. Total

619,645

(49.998%)

619,721
141
76
(0.01%)
620,369·

(50.006%)

724
(0.12%)
648
(0.10%)

(47.6%)

568,096
(91.6%)
52,273
(8.4%)
619,751
106
(0.017%)
30
(0.005%)
-618
(-0.10%)

(49.7%)

Original State Canvassing Board returns ............... .
Plurality ................................... .
Amended State Canvassing Board returns .............. .
Plurality ................................... .
Gain or loss in vote over original canvass .• .· .......... .
% of original Canvass ........................... .
Physical recount, all ballots .......................... .
Plurality ................................... .
Gain in vote over original canvass ................... .
% of original canvass ............................ .
Gain in vote over amended canvass .................. .
% of amended canvass .... : .................... .
Paper Ballots Only
Undisputed ...................................... .
% of recount ballots ............................ .
Disputed ............................. : .......... .
% of recount ballots ............................ .
Ultimate vote after trial .............................. .
Gain over original Canvass ........................ .
% of original canvass ........................... .
Gain over amended canvass ...................... .
% of amended canvass .......................... .
Loss from recount .............................. .
% of recount .................................. .
Changes
Original
Canvass
Recount
Canvass

to amended canvass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
to recount . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
to ultimate vote . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
to ultimate vote . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

net
net
net
net

spection were all ballots in the 3201 Minnesota voting
precincts where no voting machines were used. These
precincts constituted about 85 per cent of the state's
3784 precincts, in which about 62 per cent of the 1962
vote was cast. The other 3 8 per cent of the voters lived
in 583 precincts, 15 per cent of the total number of
precincts. But some of these machine-precinct voters
used paper ballots - those voters who expected to be
gone from their homes on election day and applied to
vote in advance on paper absentee ballots - which were
then sent to the precinct on election day for inclusion in
the tabulation from that precinct. Just over 10,000 paper
ballots were cast in the machine precincts. These absentee ballots were also inspected and 4831 were challenged.
An important fact affecting the recount is that ini
Minnesota, in 1962, Rolvaag received somewhat more
( 51.1 % ) of the vote cast on machines than did Andersen. While this is only a slight advantage in percentage
terms, it meant that 10,000 more Rolvaag votes than
Andersen votes were beyond challenge by virtue of having been cast on machines. Obversely, Andersen had
about 10,000 more paper-ballot votes than Rolvaag.
Thus, if disqualifyipg election errors were randomly distributed between the candidates, Andersen had the greater chance of losing votes than Rolvaag, simply because
of his greater number of votes. This did not, in fact,
turn out to be the case. Of the 1423 ballots finally declared invalid, 51.6% had been voted for Rolvaag. This
210

200
-274
42
-232

(38.0%)
(49.995%)

(41.3%)

(53.4%)
(49.996%)
(43.4%)
(10.3%)
(48.4%)

Rolvaag

619,704
59
619,580
-124
(-0.02%)
620,502
133
798
(0.13%)
922
(0.15%)
574,941
(92.7%)
45,561
(7.3%)
619,842
138
(0.022%)
262
(0.042%)
-660
(-0.11 % )
net -200
net
274
net -42
net
232

% of Two
Cand. Total

Two Candidate
Total

(50.002%)

1,239,349

(49.994%)

1,239,301

(62.0%)
(50.005%)
(52.2%)
(58.7%)

(50.3%)
(46.6%)
(50.004%)
(56.6%)
(89.7%)
(51.6%)

-48
(-0.004%)
1,240,871
1,522
(0.12%)
1,570
(0.13%)
1,143,037
(92.1 % )
97,834
(7.9%)
1,239,593
244
(0.020%)
292
(0.024%)
-1,278
(-0.10%)
gross 532
gross 6,848
gross 1,480
gross 7,142

tendency could have been fatal for Rolvaag, but his loss
was only 42 votes more than Andersen's - not enough
to cut down his basic lead of 13 3 votes counted in the
physical recount.
The figures and percentages from the several stages of
the recount are shown in Table IL 6
·
Of all ballots cast, 92% were undisputed. About 41 %
were cast on voting machines. Of the paper ballots only,
87% were undisputed. More than 12% were disputed. A
larger proportion of Andersen ballots (13.3%) were
challenged by Rolvaag inspectors than vice versa; Andersen inspectors challenged only 11.9 % of Rolvaag's
ballots. This was probably a result of more rigorous application by DFL recounters of the "challenge everything" instructions given by both parties to their inspectors. As a result of this difference in proportion of ballots challenged, and the greater number of Andersen paper ballots, 52,273 Andersen ballots were challenged,
compared to 45,561 for Rolvaag, a difference of almost
7000. Andersen ballots constituted 53.4% of the total
ballots challenged.
But the difference was soon cut down considerably, as
was the total number of ballots disputed. This cutting
down took place in what was called the "first screening,"
a re-inspection of all disputed ballots by representatives
of each party. This was done centrally, to achieve unifor!llity in the rigor with which challenges would be
maintained. After all, the basic inspection was done by
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TABLE II. Disposition of Ballots During Recount.
Andersen

% of Two
Cand. Total

·PHYSICAL RECOUNT
Total Counted .......................................
Undisputed ..........................................
% of physical recount total ..........................
Disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of physical recount total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Machine vote (all undisputed) ..........................
% of undisputed total ...............................
% of physical recount total ..........................

620,369
586,096
(91.6%)
52,273
(8.4%)
228,262
(40.2%)
(36.8%)

(49.995%)
(49.7%)

PAPER BALLOTS RECOUNT (rest of table)
Paper ballots only* ....................................
% of all recount total ..............................
'' Includes absentee votes in voting machine precincts:
% of total paper . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Undisputed ..........................................
% of total paper ....................................
Disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of total paper ..................................

392,107
(63.2%)
6,691
( 1.7%)
339,834
(86.7%)
52,273
(13.3%)

(50.6%)

FIRST SCREENING
Accepted .................................. ·. . . . . . . . . . 39,614
% of physical recount disputed ....................... (75.8%)
% of physical recount total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (10.1 % )
Still Disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,659
% of physical recount disputed ....................... (24.2%)
% of physical recount total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3.2%)
SUMMARY
Valid ballots to this point .............................. 379,448
· % of physical recount total .......................... (96.8%)
SECOND SCREENING
Released ....... -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of first screening still disputed ......................
% of physical recount disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Categorized . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of first screening still disputed ......................
% of physical recount disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Conceded Valid . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of second screening categorized ....................
% of first screening still disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of physical recount disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Conceded Invalid (first deduction) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of second scre_ening categorized ....................
% of first screening still disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of physical recount disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10,663
(84.2%)
(20.4%)
1,996
(15.8%)
(3.8%)
917
(45.9%)
(7.2%)
( 1.8%)
393
( 19. 7%)
(3.1 % )
(0.8%)

SUMMARY
Valid ballots, second screening . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of first screening still disputed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of physical recount disputed ......................
Valid disputed ballots to this point . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
% of physical recount disputed ......................
Total valid ballots to this point ..........................
% of physical recount total ..........................

11,580
(91.5 % )
(22.2%)
51,194
(97.9%)
391,028
(99.7%)

COURT ACTION
Still disputed before the court ......................... .
686
% of categorized .................................. . (43.4%)
% of first screening still disputed ..................... . (5.4%)
Conceded Valid ..................................... .
45
% still disputed before the court ..................... . (6.6%)
% of categorized .................................. . (2.3%)
% of first screening still disputed ..................... . (0.4%)
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(53.4%)
(48.9%)

(66.8%)
(50.2%)
(53.4%)

(52.2%)

(57.5%)

% of Two
Cand. Total

Two Candidate
Total

620,502
574,941
(92.7%)
45,561
(7.3%)
238,376
(41.5%)
(38.4%)

(50.005%)
(50.3%)

1,240,871
1,143,037
.(92.1%)
97,834
(7.9%)
466,638
(40.8%)
(37.6%)

382,126
(61.6%)
3,322
(0.9%)
336,565
(88.1 % )
45,561
(11.9%)

(49.4%)

Rolvaag

36,206
(79.5%)
(9.5%)
9,355
(20.5%)
(2.4%)

( 46.6)
(51.l % )

(33.2%)
(49.8%)
(46.6%)

(47.8%)

(42.5%)

774,233
(62.4%)
10,013
(1.3%)
676,399
(87.4%)
97,834
(12.6%)
75,820
(77.5%)
(9.8%)
22,014
(22.5%)
(2.8%)

(50.4%)

372,771
(97.6%)

(49.6%)

752,219
(97.2%)

(58.7%)

7,500
(80.2%)
(16.5%)
1,855
(19.8%)
(4.1 % )
813
(43.8%)
(8.7%)
(1.8%)
536
(28.9%)
(5.7%)
( 1.2%)

(41.3%)

18,163
(82.5%)
(18.6%)
3,851
(17.5%)
(3.9%)
1,730
(44.9%)
(7.9%)
(1.8%)
929
(24.1 % )
(4.2%)
(0.9%)

(51.8%)

(53.0%)

(42.3%)

(58.2%)

(53.5%)
(50.6%)

(57.6%)

(57.0%)

8,313
(88.9%)
(18.2%)
44,519
(97.7%)
381,084
(99.7%)
506
(27.3%)
(5.4%)
34
(6.7%)
(1.8%)
(0.4%)

(48.2%)

(47.0%)

(57.7%)

(41.8%)

( 46.5%)
(49.4%)

(42.4%)

(43.0%)

1,989
(90.4%)
(20.3%)
95,713
(97.8%)
772,112
(99.7%)
1,192
(31.0%)
(5.4%)
79
(6.6%)
(2.0%)
(0.4%)
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Table II (Continued)
Andersen

COURT ACTION (Continued)
Conceded Invalid (second deduction) .................. .
% still disputed before the court ..................... .
% of categorized .................................. .
% of first screening still disputed ..................... .
Judged Valid ....................................... .
% of judgments ................................... .
% still disputed before the court ..................... .
% of categorized .................................. .
% of first screening still disputed ..................... .
Judged Invalid (third deduction) ..................... .
% of judgments ................................... .
% still disputed before the court ..................... .
% of categorized .................................. .
% of first screening still disputed ..................... .

83
(12.1 % )
(4.2%)
(0.7%)
369
(66.1%)
(53.8%)
(18.5%)
(2.9%)
189
(33.9%)
(27.6%)
(9.5%)
(1.5%)

SUMMARY
Judgments of recount ballots ........................... .
% still disputed before the court ..................... .
% of categorized .................................. .
% of first screening still disputed ..................... .
% of physical recount disputed ..................... .
Valid ballots before the court ......................... .
% still disputed before the court ..................... .
% of categorized .................................. .
% of first screening still disputed ..................... .
% of physical recount disputed ..................... .
Invalid ballots before the court ....................... .
% still disputed before the court ..................... .
% of categorized .................................. .
% of first screening still disputed ..................... .
% of physical recount disputed ..................... .

558
(81.3%)
(28.3%)
(4.4%)
(1.1%)
414
(60.4%)
(20.7%)
(3.3 % )
(0.8%)
272
(39.7%)
(13.6%)
(2.2%)
(0.5%)

SUMMARY
Valid disputed ballots to this point ................... . 51,608
% of physical recount disputed ..................... . (98.7%)
Valid ballots to this point, recount total ............... . 391,442
% of physical recount total ......................... . (99.8%)
Invalid ballots to this point ........................... .
665
% of first screening still disputed ................... . (5.3%)
% of physical recount disputed ..................... . ( 1.3 % )
% of physical recount total ......................... . (0.2%)
NON-RECOUNT (Ballots considered by court, although
not included in physical recount totals) ................. .
68
Conceded valid ..................................... .
6
% of non-recount ................................. . (8.8%)
Conceded invalid .................................... .
0
% of non-recount ................................. . (0.0%)
Judged valid ........................................ .
38
% of non-recount ................................. . (55.9%)
Judged invalid ...................................... .
24
% of non-recount ................................. . (35.3 % )
GRAND SUMMARY
Total paper ballots considered in election ............... . 392,175
(recount and non-recount)
Valid ballots ...................................... . 391,486
% of total paper considered ....................... . (99.8%)
Invalid ballots .................................... .
689
% of total paper considered ....................... . (0.18%)
Total ballots, machine and paper ........................ 620,437
Valid ballots ....................................... 619,751
% of total ...................................... (99.89%)
Invalid ballots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
689
% of total ...................................... (0.11%)

212

% of twoCand. Total

(56.8%)

(56.8%)

(59.6%)

(57.7%)

(56.8%)

(58.7%)

(53.5%)
(50.6%)
(47.8%)

(50.7%)
(100.0%)

Rolvaag

% of two- Two-Candidate
Cand. Total
Total

63
( 12.5%)
(3.4%)
(0.7%)
281
(68.7%)
(55.5%)
(15.1%)
(3.0%)
128
(31.3%)
(25.3%)
(6.9%)
(1.4%)

(43.2%)

409
(80.8%)
(22.0%)
( 4.4%)
(0.9%)
315
(62.3%)
(17.0%)
(3.4%)
(0.7%)
191
(37.7%)
(10.3%)
(2.0%)
(0.4%)

( 42.3%)

44,834
(98.4%)
381,399
(99.8%)
727
(7.8%)
( 1.6%)
(0.2%)

(46.5%)

66
0
(0.0%)

(49.3%)
(0.0%)

(43.2%)

(40.4%)

(43.2%)

(41.3%)

(49.4%)
(52.2%)

0

59
7

96,442
(98.6%)
772,841
(99.8%)
1,392
(6.3%)
(1.4%)
(0.2%)
134
6

0

(60.8%)

(89.4%)
(77.4%)

967
(81.1%)
(25.1 % )
(4.4%)
(1.0%)
729
(61.2%)
(18.9%)
(3.3%)
(0.7%)
463
(38.8%)
( 12.0%)
(2.1 % )
(0.5%)

(4.5%)

(0.0%)
(39.2%)

146
( 12.2%)
(3.8%)
(0.7%)
650
(62.2%)
(54.5%)
( 16.9%)
(3.0%)
317
(32.8%)
(26.6%)
(8.2%)
(1.4%)

(22.6%)

(10.6%)

(0.0%)
97
(72.4%)
31
(23.l % )

(50.6%)

382,192

(49.4%)

774,367

(50.6%)

381,458
(99.8%)
734
(0.19%)
620,568
619,842
(99.88%)
734
(0.12%)

(49.4%)

772,944
(99.8%)
1,423
(0.18%)
1,241,005
1,239,593
(99.89%)
1,423
(0.11 % )

(48.4%)
(49.995%)
(49.996%)
(48.4%)

(51.6%)
(50.005%)
(50.004%)
(51.6%)
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many different people holding, whatever their instructions, differing conceptions of what might be an invalid
ballot. And party strategy had called for a greater number of challenges in certain areas where chance of gain
was thought to be greater.
At the first screening, party officials mutually accepted
75,820 of the original 97,834 disputed ballots (more
than 77 % ) as having no conceivable basis for dispute.
The remaining 22,000 ballots included every plausible
deviation from strict interpretation of the statutory instructions regarding care and marking of ballots. Thus,
22.5 % of the originally disputed ballots - or 2.8 % of
all paper ballots in the physical recount - could be said
to have some plausible defect. Of these questionable
ballots, 12,659 (57.5%) were voted for Andersen and
9,355 ( 42.5 % ) were Rolvaag ballots. Andersen still had
3304 more potential deductions from his vote than Rolvaag.
These still-disputed ballots were next turned over to the
contestants' legal counsel to be prepared for trial. Here
a "second screening" took place. First of all, the lawyers
knew that a liberal interpretation of voting laws by the
court was certain to be followed. In general, throughout
the United States, courts will hold that election laws
should be so interpreted wherever even remotely possible not to deprive a voter of his vote. For example,
many Minnesota election judges ( election day precinct
administrative officials) failed to follow the law precisely
by forgetting to initial the ballots ( a provision designed
to discourage ballot-box stuffing with unofficial ballots).
Or judges themselves, contrary to law, put extraneous
marks on ballots during the counting process. Better than
18 % of all challenged ballots were challenged for these
reasons. The recount-trial court could be expected to rule
that such ballots were not automatically disqualified and
would be counted unless some fraud could be proved.
Since fraud could not be proved in regard to these 1962
Minnesota ballots, the lawyers agreed in advance of the
trial not to challenge them. Their action released 18,163
ballots, more than 82 % of all ballots still disputed after
the first screening by party officials.
Now the contest was more even. Of the 3851 ballots
with obvious voter error that remained to be disposed
of, only 141 more were Andersen ballots than Rolvaag
ballots. That is, Andersen's ballots represented only
51.8% of the total, contrasted to his 53.4% of all originally challenged ballots. Clearly Andersen's disadvantage
in having more challengeable ballots in the state, and
more ballots initially challenged by his opponent, was
erased. These 3851 remaining recount ballots were then
categorized by the lawyers into 24 main types of error,
in order that they could be considered together in some
logical arrangement. Category 1, for example, included
ballots with double votes for Rolvaag and Braatz (the
Industrial Government or Socialist Labor candidate).
Category 10 was mixed voting marks- "checks and X's"
- forbidden by the statute as a possible nieans of identi- ·
fying one's ballot and thus violating election-booth secrecy.7 The category arrangement made it possible for
the attorneys and judges to think about one major type
Journal of, Volume Thirty-two, No. 3, 1965

of error at a time, although each of the ballots in a category was considered individually.
After ballots had been placed in the categories, the
lawyers for the two candidates again looked them over.
They realized that their challenge of many of their opponent's ballots was in truth still insubstantial. To avoid
bringing such ballots before the judges for virtually certain approval, Rolvaag attorneys conceded 917 of Andersen's ballots to be_ valid. This was almost 46% of the
Andersen ballots that had been categorized. Andersen's
attorneys were less generous - remember that since the
physical recount they were under the disadvantage of being behind. But they conceded 813 (44%) of Rolvaag's
still-challenged ballots to be valid. Of all concessions of
ballots considered valid, Rolvaag conceded 53 % . Likewise, looking at their own ballots and realizing that some
of them were palpably invalid, the lawyers conceded
some to be invalid without troubling the judges about
them. This action - the first time ballots in the recount
were thrown out- accounted for another 24% of the
categorized ballots. About 4% of the ballots still disputed after the first screening ( 1 % of all disputed ballots) had such serious errors that counsels were warranted in giving up on them without waiting for the judges
to rule. Again, Rolvaag's attorneys could be more free
about giving up on some of their claims - they conceded
536 of their own to Andersen's 393; that is, 58% of all
ballots conceded invalid at this stage were Rolvaag ballots. The total of these two kinds of concessions - conceding one's opponent's ballots to be valid, and conceding one's own to be invalid, constituted a sort of "selfsacrifice." Rolvaag's self-sacrifice at this stage totaled
1453 (54.7% of the total self-sacrifices), while Andersen's totaled 1206 ( 45 .3 % ) .
At last the contesting parties were ready for the actual
trial. Up to this point, 97.8% of the originally disputed
ballots had been agreed to be valid, and 1.0% had been
conceded invalid. This left 1192 ballots ( 1.2 % ) of the
originally disputed ballots for the judges to see. Or, to
be more meaningful, 5 .4 % of the ballots with plausible
errors (ballots surviving the first screening) were left.
Or, still more meaningful, 31 % of ballots with obvious
voter error (those ballots categorized during the second
screening) remained to be judged.
Even as individual ballots were brought up in court,
the lawyers for each side found some on which they
could not press an argument. Another 79 individual ballots were conceded valid individually before the court
for this reason. Here the Rolvaag attorneys again were
the more liberal, giving up on 45 Andersen ballots (57%
of the concessions before the court) compared to Andersen's concessions of 34 Rolvaag ballots. Of their own
ballots, here Andersen's attorneys, unwilling at earlier
stages to give up even on remote possibilities, surrendered on 83 of their ballots compared to 63 poor cases
abandoned by Rolvaag's counsel. Individual ballots conceded invalid before the judges constituted 12 % of those
brought to trial, 57% being Andersen ballots. "Selfsacrifice" concessions at this level (following the previous
definition) by Andersen totaled 117 (52%) and by Rol213

vaag, 108 ( 48 % ) . Recall that Rolvaag had performed
most of his self-sacrificing at the preceding step.
The remaining disputed recount votes were decided by
the judges, ruling on each category and each individual
ballot, therein, one at a time. The ballots with very serious voter errors constituted 25.1 % of the categorized
group; 4.4% of those surviving the first screening, those
with plausible errors; and 1.0% of the originally disputed
ballots. Note this last figure: The judges ultimately had
to rule on only 1 % of the total disputed ballots, which
constituted one-fourth of all ballots with substantial voter
error. Of these judged ballots, 620 (56.6%) were Andersen ballots and 475 ( 43.4%) were Rolvaag ballots.
Andersen, behind in the physical recount, had to hope
that the court might save his chance to remain governor,
so pressed his claim to the last.
But it was not to be. True, Andersen came out of the
judges' chambers quite well- of the 650 ballots ruled
valid, his 369 constituted 56.8% of the total compared
to Rolvaag's 280 ( 43 .2 % ) . But, even with far more of
his ballots ruled valid, most of the invalidities also were
Andersen ballots. Of the 317 judged invalid, 189
(59.6%) were Andersen ballots and 128 ( 40%) were
Rolvaag ballots.
Of the disputed ballots coming to court, then, 39.7%
of Andersen's were ultimately found to be invalid, and
37.7% of Rolvaag's. Recall that Andersen had saved
far more of his claims for the court to dispose of than
had Rolvaag. Of the two-candidate total ballots judged,
38.8% were declared invalid. This total was 12% of
those categorized, 2.1 % of those still disputed after the
first screening, and 0.5 % of all ballots disputed at the
physical recount stage.
This is not yet the whole story. Some ballots were
never included in the physical recount, yet were brought
to the court for settlement. These ballots were largely
absentee votes never tallied by election judges on election
night, because the voters were not registered. Some were
ballots not counted in the recount because they were in
"spoiled ballot" envelopes, for which voters had allegedly
received replacement ballots; since some of these ballots
were not actually spoiled but merely "defective" for an
office because two candidates had been voted for, they
should have been counted. Such "non-recount" ballots
were almost evenly divided between Andersen ( 68) and
Rolvaag ( 66) . But Rolvaag fared better in the disposition of them. Of his non-recount ballots, 59 (89.4%)
were judged valid, while only 38 (64.7%) of Andersen's
were judged valid.
In final summary, then, counting both ballots included
in the physical recount and those not so included, a total
of 1423 ballots were ultimately held to be invalid. More
of these were invalidly voted for Rolvaag than for Andersen. A total of 734 Rolvaag voters and 689 Andersen
voters lost their vote. That is, 51.6% of the invalid ballots were voted for Rolvaag. And recall that 10,000 more
voters voted for Andersen on challengeable paper ballots. Invalidities constituted 0.18 % of the total paper
ballots in the election. Translating, this means that 18
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out of every 10,000 paper-ballot voters lost their vote.
Slightly more Rolvaag voters (19 per 10,000) lost their
ballots than Andersen voters ( 17 per 10,000). Looking
at the brighter side, 99.8% of all paper-ballot voters ultimately had their vote counted. If machine voters are
included as well, the percentage of valid votes rises in
the 1962 gubernatorial election to 99 .9 % . Only 11 out
of every 10,000 voters throughout Minnesota lost their
ballot.
Studying the figures shows that there was no way Andersen could have won the election once the vote was
cast. Even if all ballots ultimately judged invalid had
been counted, Andersen could not have won. Only an
unthinkable selective choice by the· judges among ballots
with similar errors could have given Andersen the victory. He lost the election simply because he did not have
enough votes-valid or invalid.
Looking at the number and proportions of invalidities
at the court level, it would clearly have done no good
for Andersen to have withheld concessions at earlier
stages and presented more ballots to the court. Since the
court turned dowri almost 34% of those he did present,
it is unreasonable to assume Andersen gave up earlier on
ballots which were more likely to be declared valid.
General conclusions ( the applicability of which in
other situations should be tested): 8
1. Rather gross counting errors will be turned up in
any physical recount, many even in a visual inspection of returns.
2. A large proportion of ballots are not cast or
counted according to the detailed requirements of
the statutes.
3. Most of the error is committed by election judges
in the precincts on election day and night, by failing to validate ballots, by defacing them, as well
as by miscounting them.
4. Very few voters, less than 0.2 per cent, make substantial errors or commit election law violations.
5. More errors are made by voters for the Democratic-Farmer-Labor candidate than for the Republican candidate.
6. The candidate with the greater number of votes
originally cast (not necessarily originally counted)
for him is likely to remain the ultimate winner
even after the deduction of all invalid votes.
7. Election contest inspectors are over-zealous in
their challenging, holding up many flawless ballots.
8. Political parties and lawers work hard to present
a reasonable case to the judges for decision reasonable in workload, in logical presentation,
and in the pressing of only substantial claims.
9. Judges are very lenient with technical electionlaw violations. There is virtually no way a voter
can Jose his vote short of voting for two candidates for a single office or by indicting himself
by admitting that he intended to identify his ballot.
10. An election recount is an immensely involved
process.
11. Proper and widespread use of voting machines
would obviously reduce the necessity for physical
recounts (although the use of machines might
present other problems to voters, which are not
studied here).
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Footnotes
1

This description of election error was prepared as part of
the analysis for a forthcoming book by Ronald F. Stinnett and
this author entitled Recount (Washington: National Document
Publishers, Inc., 1964). In his fascinating discussion, Dr. Stinnett relates, explains, and analyzes every aspect of what was one
of the most thoroughgoing state-wide recounts ever conducted
anywhere. This paper will not discuss the procedures nor the
politics and strategies of the several phases of the recount. Instead, it merely presents figures on the over-all, state-wide results
of the recount. A subsequent paper will discuss possible demographic, social, and political correlates of error in the political
subdivisions of the state.
Grateful acknowledgment is made to Dr. Stinnett for his efforts in tracing the origin and disposition of every contested ballot by his attendance at all sessions of the recount trial and subsequent investigation of the actual ballots; to Robert M. Brown,
State Archivist, and to Fred R. Thibodeau, his assistant, for cooperation in our searches through the recount material; and to
the Tozer Foundation of Stillwater, Minn., and the Edgar Stern
Family Fund of New York, for grants to pay for computer time
to perform this analysis, and to the Graduate School, University
of Minnesota. Obviously none of these is responsible for my figures.
3
State Canvassing Board figures show an Andersen plurality
of 142, because of an addition error in the Mower county return.
The total from a correct addition, rather than the official return,
is used in this analysis.

• Minnesota Statutes 206.18 requires county canvassing boards
to inspect all voting machines to verify totals reported by the
precinct judges. This procedure had not been followed in all
jurisdictions prior to being required after the 1962 election.
• Not every single ballot was counted in the recount. Some
absentee and allegedly spoiled ballots were challenged separately.
A few ballots were not counted by the inspectors, who, ignoring
their instructions, agreed not to forward occasional obviously
defective ballots.
• Each candidate's figures are shown separately, with his percentage of the two-candidate total just to the right. Under the
principal entries, percentages on various bases have been figured.
All percentages have been enclosed in parentheses to distinguish
them clearly from the raw-vote entry. Once the voting-machine
vote appears in the table, all other figures, until the very end, arc
based on paper-ballot totals only. Note that only the two-party
vote is considered in these tables. Votes for other candidates, or
voters who did not cast any vote for governor are ignored. Figures in the tables, therefore, sometimes differ from discussions
of all votes cast.
7
Incidence of types of error is dealt with in Stinnett and
Backstrom, Recount, Chs. 16 and 17. But it should be noted
here that the Minnesota legislature, subsequent to the recount
trial, changed the law not to make mixed voting marks an automatic cause for voiding the ballot in the absence of proved voter
intent to identify the ballot (Laws 1963, c. 684, sec. 1).
8
Many further conclusions can be drawn from the Minnesota
recount. See Stinnett and Backstrom, Recount, and other papers
by the present author.

Learned Societies Around the World
Sweden

Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences (Kungl. Vetenskapsakademien). Founded
in 1739. (Oldest academy in country.) Directs Nobel Institute of Physics and
Chemistry, The Stockholm Observatory, the Swedish Museum of National History
and four other institutions. Derives part of its income from· the annual profits
made from the publication of the Swedish Almanac; remainder of income derived from public funds.
Swedish Academy (Svenska akademien). Founded 1786. Has 18 members.
Confers the Nobel Prize for Literature, publishes the Swedish Dictionary and is
the highest authority on orthography.
Royal Academy of Literature, History and Antiquities (Kungl. Vitterhets-,
historie- och antikvitetsakademien). Founded 1753.
Royal Swedish Academy of Engineering Sciences (Ingeinorsvetenskapsakademien). Founded 1919. Responsible for promotion of technological research. Provides laboratories and information to scientists and research groups and maintains
a permanent documentation and publication service. Derives its income from government and industry and private sources.
Royal Academy of Military Science (Krigsgvetenskapsakademien). Founded
1796.
Royal Academy of Forestry and Agriculture (Kungl. Skogs- och Lantbruksakademien). Founded 1811 as Royal Agricultural Academy.
Numerous professional societies, universities, and academies publish yearbooks.
Various branches of science publish periodicals, such as the "Acta," which have
international reputations and a wide circulation in Scandinavian countries. Other
important publications are, Studia theologica, Theoria, Archiv for Nordisk Filologi,
Studia neophilologica, Svenska landsmal och svenskt folkliv, Historisk tidskrift,
Geografiska annaler, etc.
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